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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-2857

CLARENCE N. FOXWORTH,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; FEDERAL BUREAU OF
I NVESTI GATI ON,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal from the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of Virginia, at Al exandria. Janes C. Cacheris, Chief
District Judge. (CA-92-1275-A)

No. 97-1192

CLARENCE N. FOXWORTH,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA; FEDERAL BUREAU OF
| NVESTI GATI ON; PRI NCE GEORGE' S COUNTY, MARY-
LAND; WAYNE M CURRY, Executive County of
Prince George's Maryland; COUNTY OF PRI NCE
GEORGE' S MARYLAND PQOLI CE DEPARTMENT; ALPHONSO
HAVKI NS, Chief of Police, County of Prince



George's Maryl and Pol i ce Departnment; STATE OF
MARYLAND; PARRIS N. GLENDENI NG  CGovernor,
St at e of Maryl and; POLI CE DEPARTMENT, St ate of
Mar yl and; WASHI NGTON  MORTGAGE  SERVI CES,
| NCORPORATED,

Def endants - Appell ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
Maryl and, at Baltinore. J. Frederick Mdtz, Chief District Judge.
(CA-95-1690-JFM

Submtted: April 17, 1997 Deci ded: April 25, 1997

Bef ore NI EMEYER and W LLIAMS, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Cl arence N. Foxworth, Appellant Pro Se. Dennis Edward Szybal a,
Assistant United States Attorney, Alexandria, Virginia, for
Appel | ees.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district courts' orders denying his
notions to reinstate his conplaints filed under 42 U S.C. § 1983
(1994). W have reviewed the record and the district courts' opin-
ilons and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the

reasoning of the district courts. Foxworth v. United States, No.

CA-92-1275-A (E.D. Va. Nov. 26, 1996); No. CA-95-1690-JFM (D. M.
Jan. 6, 1997). We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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